In the Old Testament
The Hebrew word for blood (dam) occurs 360 times in the OT, mostly in those books dealing with the sacrificial worship, namely Leviticus (88 times) and Ezekiel (55 times). It also appears frequently in Exodus (29 times), Deuteronomy (23 times), and the Psalms (21 times). With the exception of a few figurative references to wine (Gen 49:11; Deut 32:14; Eze 19:10), the Hebrew word always refers to the literal blood of a man or an animal. 2 The necessity for the shedding of innocent blood to atone for man's sin begins. as early as Genesis 3:21 when God provided the coats of skin for Adam and Eve. Apparently the requirement of a bloody sacrifice was made clear to that first family because when Cain refused to bring a bloody sacrifice it displeased the Lord (Gen 4:3-7). Noah was obviously aware of the need to present a bloody sacrifice to the Lord since he offered up several animals upon leaving the ark . The offering of the Passover Lamb was a vivid picture to the Israelites of the necessity of blood. If the death angel saw the blood he would pass over them and judgment would be averted . Of course, the full development of the blood sacrificial system awaited the institution of the levitical law (Lev 1-7; 16-17) . It was then that the necessity of a blood atonement for sin was dramatically displayed.
Thus, the necessity of the blood in the OT is indisputably clear. As Victor P Hamilton states, "There can be no doubt that theologically the primary teaching of the OT about the blood is its role in the forgiveness of sins. God promises atonement for sin and cleansing by the blood of a guiltless substitute."3 Similarly, Lewis Sperry Chafer argues, "The truth of God's requiring a bloody sacrifice as the righteous ground for the remission of sin was established beyond all dispute in Old Testament times."4
In the New Testament
The Greek word translated blood (haima) occurs ninety-eight times in the New Testament. The words for shedding of blood (Heb 9:22) and diseased with an issue of blood (Mt 9:20) each occur one time. According to the Arndt and Gingrich lexicon the word haima speaks literally of human blood (see Mark 5:25; Luke 22:40) and of the blood of animals (see Heb 9:13). It is also used figuratively to refer to "the seat of life," "to blood and life as an expiatory sacrifice," and to "the red color" (see Rev 6:12; Acts 2:20). 5 Out of a total of ninety-eight times that the word "blood" appears in the NT, it refers to the blood of Christ forty-one times. 6 The blood is the favorite term used by the writers of the NT to refer to the atonement. It occurs nearly three times as often as Christ could not simply bleed without dying nor die without bleeding.
"the cross" of Christ, and five times as frequently as the" death" of Christ.7 Thus, it is clear "the blood" is absolutely essential as far as the NT writers are concerned.
It is highly significant that the word "blood" occurs so frequently in Scripture. Clearly a bloody sacrifice is required to atone for sin (Lev 17:11; Heb 9:22) . This was impressed upon the Israelites in the animal sacrifices, but, in the final analysis, it was only the blood of Christ that could take away sin (Heb 10:4). It was not the blood alone, however, that was required; it was also death.s Only a bloody death could accomplish man's redemption (Rom 5:8-10; I Cor 15:3; Heb 9:15). Christ could not simply bleed without dying, neither could he die without bleeding; both were necessary for man's salvation.9 Thus, both the necessity of blood and death must be held dogmatically, neither can be surrendered without compromising fundamental Bible doctrine.
The Nature of the Blood Medically Considered
Some have stated that blood is inherited only from the father.10 This is biologically an incorrect statement. One can only properly understand inheritance of the blood when he first understands the composition and origin of blood as well as basic genetics and embryology.
What is commonly referred to as "blood" is in medical terms known as "whole blood." As the term denotes there are multiple elements comprising whole blood. The largest single portion is comprised of erythrocytes or red blood cells. These cells are derived from the liver initially and later from the bone marrow. Hemoglobin, which gives blood its distinct red color, is contained in the erythrocytes and is vital in carrying oxygen from the lungs to the various tissues. A smaller component of whole blood is made up of white blood cells which are manufactured in lymphoid tissues and in the bone marrow. The white blood,cells aid the body in fighting off infection; they are equally as important as red blood cells in sustaining life. A large portion of whole blood is also composed of a wide variety of noncellular elements such as platelets, clotting factors, immunoglobulins, and albumin. Most of these proteins are made in the liver, lymphoid tissue, or bone marrow. Finally, the cellular and noncellular elements are suspended in water containing specific minerals. The water and minerals must always be in proper concentrations in order to sustain life. No part of whole blood is more important than the other; all must work together.
Human beings, like all living creatures God has created, have a specific genetic code. This code is what makes the physical difference between a dog and a cat, a tree and an ant, and a man and a monkey. This also makes the physical difference between two people (or likeness between identical twins). All of God's creation is specific in genetic terms, and all must by God's ordained natural laws reproduce after "its kind" (Gen 1:24-25). In simple scientific terms this genetic code is comprised of chromosomes. Each living cell with a nucleus has a specific type and number of chromosomes depending on whether or not it is a tree cell, monkey cell, human cell, etc.
The human cell consists of forty-six chromosomes. Where did these forty-six come from? Through a process called "reduction division" each human sperm and egg contains exactly twentythree chromosomes. Thus, at the union of the egg and sperm (moment of conception) an individual has forty-six chromosomes and is genetically unique. It is important to note that except for the male sex characteristics, both parents determine every physical feature both internally and externally of the new child.
Shortly after conception the fertilized egg travels down the fallopian tube and is implanted into the uterus. As pointed out previously, this embryo or developing individual is genetically different from its mother (and father). Thus, for immunological reasons a living barrier is established between embryo and mother which in later development is known as the placenta or in lay terms" after birth." Early in development the embryo develops its own blood supply. The blood of the fetus travels to and from the placenta and-by means of a transport mechanism-oxygen, nutrients, and waste are exchanged across a blood barrier with the mother's blood. At no point during gestation is there a normal mixing of fetal and maternal blood, nor does the mother ever directly contribute to the fetal blood supply.
With the above brief review in mind, consider several statements made by the late MR De Haan, MD. In his book The Chemistry of the Blood, Dr De Haan states:
It is now definitely known that the blood which flows in an unborn babe's arteries and veins is not derived from the mother but is produced within the body of the fetus itself only after the introduction of the male sperm. An unfertilized ovum can never develop blood since the female egg does not by itself contain the elements essential for the production of the blood. It is only after the male element has entered the ovum that blood can develop.11
De Haan further states:
Since there is no life in the egg until the male sperm unites with it, and the life is in the blood, it follows that the male sperm is the source of the blood .... All the blood which is in that child is produced within the child itself as a result of the introduction of the male sperm. The mother contributes no blood at all .... every drop of blood in an infant's body is the contribution of the male parent, whereas the mother furnishes all the flesh of the little body.12
De Haan correctly states that no blood is directly derived from the mother. What he fails to state, however, is that neither is any blood directly derived from the father. The sperm cannot produce blood any more than can an unfertilized ovum. It is only when both are united that a living organism is created which forms and develops its own blood.u The genetic basis for. the formation of blood, liver, heart, brain, etc., comes from both parents equally. Furthermore, the fact that blood is truly "whole blood," made up of multiple elements produced from a wide variety of tissues, speaks against the father contributing solely to its composition.
Finally and more specifically, the science of blood typing destroys the idea that the blood is inherited solely from one parent. A blood type is the genetic makeup of a person's red blood cell membrane. Blood typing has been well studied and utilized since the early 1900's. Its use is critical in safe blood transfusions. It is a well established fact that a person's blood type is determined not by the father alone but by both parents.14 Clearly, the genetic contributions of both parents determine the blood type of their offspring.
Thus, it is medically incorrect to say that the blood of Christ came solely from His Father. Christ's blood no doubt originated from His liver, His lymphoid tissue, and His bone marrow like all other humans. Certainly, the conception of Christ was miraculous as the Scriptures clearly affirm. To state, however, that the natural result of this supernatural conception was that Christ's blood was divine and not human is not true medically.
Theologically Considered
According to the orthodox doctrine of the person of Christ, the human nature of Jesus Christ must be genuine and complete. This would also require ordinary human blood just as it requires ordinary human flesh, ordinary human bones, etc. The Scriptures confirm this truth (Heb 2:14: "Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself took part of the same").1s There can be no mixture of the divine and human
There can be no mixture of the divine and human attributes.
attributes. The attributes of the human nature cannot be communicated to the divine nature nor vice versa.16 Thus, it is theologically impossible to think of the blood of Christ as being divine. The blood must have been genuine human blood; if it were not, then Jesus Christ would have been something other than genuinely human. If he were not genuinely human, then he could not be the savior of the human race. He had to be both fully God and fully man in order to redeem man. His blood, therefore, must have been true human blood. 17 It is infinitely more valuable than any other man's blood, however, because Jesus Christ was not just a man; He was the God-man.
The Preservation of the Blood
Some contend that Christ took His literal blood to heaven to present to the Father and that it is eternally preserved there. One of the earliest proponents of this view was J A Bengel.is Bengel maintains that in the suffering of Christ all of his blood was poured out, not one drop was left. He maintains that this blood did not corrupt ("the preciousness of that blood excludes all corruption"), 19 but is preserved in heaven today. He argues that Christ" as the high priest carried his own blood, in separation from his body, into the sanctuary, and at the time of his entry or ascension Christ kept his blood apart from his body. His body was bloodless."20
The advocates of this view usually set forward four lines of evidence in support of their theory. First, they argue that the typology of the Old Testament day of atonement demands a literal offering of the blood of Christ in heaven. Clearly, there are similarities between the sacrifice of Christ and the OT sacrifices; however, types can never be pressed into literal conformity on every point. If it were pressed in this case, then the High Priest would have had to kill the Lord Jesus, apply the blood to the mercy-seat, burn part of the body of Jesus on the altar, and burn the rest of Jesus' body outside of the camp (see Lev 16:15, 24, 25, 27, 28) .21 The truth is that Christ Himself, not the sprinkling of His blood, is the propitiation for sins (I Jn 2:2). The atonement was completed on the cross when Christ cried, "It is finished" (Jn 19:30) .
The second line of proof usually given is that the book of Hebrews teaches the literal offering and preservation of the blood of Christ in heaven. The two references cited most often are Heb 9:12 and Heb 12:24.22 Actually, these verses lend no support whatever to this teaching. In Heb 9:12 it is said that Christ entered heaven "through" (dia) not "with" (sun) his own blood.23 The idea is that Christ entered into the presence of God after he had obtained eternal redemption by virtue of his shed blood.24 In other words, after Christ had purchased salvation on the cross by shedding of His blood He was received back into the presence of God. The Father's approval of Christ's sacrifice is seen in that He is welcomed into heaven and seated in the highest place of honor, the right hand of God (Heb 1:3) .
In Hebrews 12:24 the word "blood" is clearly used as a metaphor referring to a violent, bloody death. The point of the verse is that the murder of Abel cried out to God for vengeance whereas the violent death of Christ cries out to God for mercy and forgiveness. The death of Abel resulted in condemnation; the death of Christ results in justification. To take this verse literally results in the absurd conclusion that Abel's blood and Christ's blood actually spoke. If the verse teaches that Christ's blood is literally preserved in heaven, then it must teach that Abel's blood is also preserved in heaven. Such a contention is obviously ridiculous.
The third proof of the doctrine usually offered is that I Peter 1:18 teaches the incorruptibility or imperishability of the blood of Christ. I Peter 1:18 says that one is not redeemed with corruptible things like silver and gold but with the precious (time-infinitely precious or highly valued) blood of Christ. Note that the verse says Christ's blood has lasting value; it does not say that the literal blood would never perish. It is contrasting the temporal value of silver and gold with the infinite and eternal value of Christ's blood.
The fourth evidence sometimes advanced is that the risen Lord had a body of "flesh and bones" but no blood (Luke 24:39) . It is reasoned that since blood is not mentioned, His body must have been bloodless. There are at least three problems with this view.2s First, it is an argument from silence and results in illogical exegesis. On the same principle of logic one could argue that the risen Christ has no skin nor hair, but only flesh and bones. Using the same logic in exegeting I Cor 15:50, "flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God," one would conclude that the resurrection body of believers will not only be without blood but also without flesh. Second, the normal conception of flesh involves the presence of blood as a component part. Third, and most significant, the whole purpose of Christ's statement is to silence those who might have supposed that He was only an immaterial spirit. Thus, He said, "touch me and see; a spirit does not have flesh and bones, as ye see I have." Obviously, He could not invite them to see or to touch His blood.
Conclusion
The blood of Christ is a very important and even essential doctrine of the Christian faith. The repeated references in Scripture demonstrate that God places a great deal of importance on "the blood." Bible-believing Christians should never be ashamed to preach the necessity of the blood atonement for salvation. At the same time, however, one should be careful to say only what the Bible says. The Bible does not teach that sin is transmitted through the blood line. Neither does the Scripture (nor medical science) teach that a child's blood is derived from the physical father. Thus, to argue that Jesus Christ was free from sin simply because he had no human father goes beyond what the Bible declares. The Bible states that Christ was free from sin; but it does not specifically explain how that came to be. Why not be content to leave the answers to such questions with God? Likewise, the preoccupation with what became of the blood of Christ involves unnecessary speculation. As Hughes argues, It is wrong-headed ... to be curious or concerned about what happened to the blood which Jesus shed. The important thing is that it was shed-by virtue of the incarnation, which made it possible for Christ, as Son of man, to shed his blood for man. Being truly human blood, it was susceptible to the same consequences as happen to other human blood that is shed .... The preciousness of the blood of Christ inheres not in the physical blood as such but in the perfection of the unique sacrifice of himself which he offered and of which the precious blood is a synonym.26
The fact that Jesus shed his blood and that man may now be reconciled to God is the matter of prime importance. What became of the blood that was shed is of minor consequence. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Pub! House, 1943) 11 Ibid, pp 32, 33, 42 13 The logic that De Haan used to prove his point could easily be reversed. He says, "Since there is no life in the egg until the male sperm unites with it, and the life is in the blood, it follows that the male sperm is the source of the blood" (Ibid, p 32). One could just as well say, "Since there is no life in the sperm until the egg unites with it, and the life is in the blood, it follows that the female egg is the source of the blood." The truth is neither is the sole source of the blood; both together form an embryo which in turn forms its own blood.
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Sin is not material or tangible; it is an attitude or an action.
Some authors, such as De Haan (pp 24, 25, 31) , teach that the inclination to sin is passed down from generation to generation through the blood line. He seems to be implying that the source of sin is to be found in the human blood. This is biblically incorrect. Sin is not something material or tangible. It is an attitude or an action. It is a spiritual not a physical problem. As the Westminster Confession states: "Sin is any want of conformity unto, or transgression of, the law of God." If the source of sin were somehow in the blood of man, then to get rid of the blood would be to get rid of sin. Obviously, this is absurd, as the men in Hades are still sinners although bodiless and bloodless. To make sin something material that is carried in the blood is dangerously close to Gnosticism which maintained that everything material is evil and only the spirit is holy. It is true that the fall of Adam has brought corruption to the human race, but this is not primarily a physical corruption but a spiritual corruption. Man is alienated from God. His spirit rebels against his creator. The Gospel Hour Inc, 1965) p 349. 20 Bengel at Hebrews 9:12 2 1 As E Schuyler English notes: "We must not infer that He carried His actual blood into heaven when He entered there. There is nothing in Scripture to warrant such an assumption. Of course, we are aware that the levitical high priest carried the blood of sacrifice with him into the holiest on the day of atonement. But the shadow, or type, need not be followed in exactness to be efficient. Were this so, then our Lord must have been slain by the high priest, and His blood must have been literally sprinkled upon the mercy-seat seven times, etc. Christ entered into the Holy places, not with His blood but by it, that is, by virtue of its having been shed." Studies in the Epistles to the Hebrews (Travelers Rest, SC: Southern Bible House, 1955) p 253. 22 Sometimes John 20:17 is also advanced as teaching a prior ascension of Christ for the purpose of offering His blood to the Father. It is argued that Mary
